The popularity of the resource-based "view" (RBV) of strategic management is manifest in its rapid diffusion throughout the strategy literature. Yet, there has been little critical evaluation of the RBV as a theoretical system (see Ryall, 1998 , for an exception) or of its potential contributions to strategic management (see McWilliams & Smart, 1995, for an exception). In this article we attempt to restrain, at least briefly, the RBV's momentum while encouraging efforts to clarify its fundamental theoretical statements and to specify its likely contributions to knowledge. We take an initial step toward a more rigorous critique and hopeful clarification of the RBV by addressing two elemental questions: (1) Is the foundational and unembellished RBV actually a theory? (2) Is the RBV likely to be useful for building understanding in strategic management?
Sociologists have shown that inquiries into the status of ideas-as in the first question above, concerning the theoretical status of the RBV-are important to scientific progress. This is because groups of adherents sprout up around certain concepts. Such linked individuals, called "invisible colleges" by Crane (1972), influence the direction of graduate education, the distribution of research funding, and the research agenda itself. Yet, these individuals have vested interests in the propagation of "their" concept. Thus, periodic critical examinations of the ideas underlying fashionable research genres might be warranted to ensure maximum returns from research effort. This might be particularly true for developing academic fields, such as strategic management.
The second question we address-concerning the usefulness of the RBV for strategic management-is important, because new perspectives tend to be better suited toward answering some issues rather than others. Identification of these high-potential issues might help to direct theory building and research while simultaneously clarifying the potential contributions of the RBV to the strategy field.
We approach these questions as follows. First, we evaluate the degree of diffusion by the RBV throughout the strategy literature using the eighteen strategy research topics identified by Schendel and Hofer (1979) . We then examine the basic RBV framework, as proffered in Barney's (1991) expository article, to see if it satisfies key requirements for theoretical systems (e.g., McKelvey, 1997; see also Bacharach, 1989; Dubin, 1976; Hunt, 1991; Rudner, 1966; Thomas & Tymon, 1982; Whetten, 1989) . Thus, the analysis is undertaken from a logical positivist rather than postpositivist perspective. We pay particular attention to such issues as determining the analytic sification and how diversification must match the "core competencies" of the firm for optimal performance (e.g., Peteraf, 1993; Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Wernerfelt, 1984 ; see Ryall, 1998 , for a discussion of this approach). Penrose's discussion of the role of resources in diversification provides a view of firm expansion into new products and markets. The RBV might be useful in addressing this issue.
Other theorists have emphasized the more fundamental contribution of resources to sustainable advantage for single-business firms by examining how or why resources contribute to the advantage of one firm over another in a particular product/market (e.g., Barney, 1991; Conner, 1991; Powell, 1992a,b ). This "businesslevel" question of how to compete is elemental in determining both the RBV's theoretical basis and its potential contributions to strategic management. As a growing firm achieves "a satisfactory and reasonably secure position" in its original business and generates resources in excess of those required for maintaining that position, it may look to opportunities for diversification (Penrose, 1959: 136 ). With the businesslevel RBV, however, researchers attempt explanations for resource-based advantages in single industries-that is, how the growing firm achieves its initial, "secure" position. These explanations lay the conceptual foundation for subsequent analyses of how resource-based advantages may be leveraged via diversification. Thus, the primary, business-level RBV is of principal interest in our study.
The Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) articles are seminal works in the RBV stream. While Wernerfelt emphasizes resources and diversification, Barney provides what is arguably the most detailed and formalized depiction of the business-level resource-based perspective. His "organizing framework"-"that organizational resources that are valuable, rare, difficult to imitate and non-substitutable can yield sustained competitive advantage" (Meyer, 1991 To evaluate more formally the breadth of diffusion of the RBV throughout the strategy literature, we map RBV studies versus the eighteen strategy research topics originally identified by Schendel and Hofer (1979) and later used by Shrivastava (1987) to categorize strategic management research programs. Since 1991 thirteen of the eighteen research topic areas have been examined from the perspective of the RBV (see Table 2 for a listing). This comprehensive penetration of the RBV into the strategy literature shows the high level of research resources being expended pursuing RBV-related questions and suggests that a more rigorous investigation of the RBV's efficacy and its usefulness for strategy research might be overdue. As a first step in this investigation, we next examine the degree to which the RBV appears to meet the criteria required of theoretical systems.
EXAMINING THE RBV AS THEORY
The degree to which the RBV is likely to enrich strategy research depends, in part, on the extent to which it becomes a theory of competitive advantage. Accurately identifying the current theoretical state of the RBV might aid its future development. In this section we examine the degree to which the RBV presently possesses the explanatory and predictive power generally associated with theories. We limit our investigation to whether the RBV arguments regarding competitive advantage currently meet generally accepted criteria for classifying a set of statements as a theory. We do not address whether the RBV represents a new theory of the firm (e.g., Conner, 1991), because in the RBV set forth by Wernerfelt (1984) and Barney (1991) Here we focus on the criterion mandating that at least some lawlike generalizations be present in a theory. For a system of statements to have the force of a scientific theory, some of the statements must be lawlike in that they (1) are generalized conditionals, (2) have empirical content, and (3) exhibit nomic necessity.
Generalized conditionals. Generalized conditionals are "if/then" statements. The RBV clearly The empirical content criterion, however, addresses the semantics and logic of theory, rather than vagueness. The empirical content criterion helps separate purely analytic statements, which are true because of their "either/or" form or because of the way their terms are defined, from synthetic statements, which we can know to be true only after investigation (Hunt, 1991). Nontheoretical, analytic statements can be determined to be true or false based on their logic or their definition of terms. For example, "either the sun is shining or it is not," and one does not have to look out the window to verify the statement. The same can be true for definitions. A "firm that improves its efficiency will exhibit a larger output-to-input ratio," because efficiency is defined as the ratio of outputs to inputs. Thus, a confrontation with data is not required to determine the correctness of analytic statements. Synthetic statements, such as "if managers are older, then they tend to be more risk averse," are said to have empirical content because the "real world" must determine their correctness. They are not true simply "by definition."
The statements found in the RBV are logically synthetic, as can be seen by their if/then form, shown in the earlier analysis of the generalized conditional criterion. One way to examine whether they are synthetic or analytic based on their definitions of terms is to replace each term in a basic statement of the theory with its definition in the theory. This process allows one to better evaluate whether the statements are, or are not, true by definition. In the earlier example this would be done by replacing the term "efficiency" with its definition: a "firm that improves its ratio of outputs to inputs (efficiency) will exhibit a larger output-to-input ratio. (Barney, 1991: 101) . He defines resources as valuable "when they enable a firm to conceive of or implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness" and "when they exploit opportunities or neutralize threats in a firm's environment" (Barney, 1991: 106) . Barney defines competitive advantage as a firm "implementing a value creating strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors"; further, he reasons that competitive advantage cannot exist for identical firms, because since "these firms all implement the same strategies, they will improve their efficiency and effectiveness in the same way, and to the same extent" (1991: 102, 104). Rarity is not specifically defined but is used in its general sense.
Substituting these specific definitions for the terms in the above theoretical statement produces revised statements, including (Barney, 1991: 107) is that competitive advantage is defined in terms of value and rarity, and the resource characteristics argued to lead to competitive advantage are value and rarity. Instead, the characteristics and outcomes must be conceptualized independently to produce a synthetic statement.
Nomic necessity. If the earlier statement from the RBV were reformulated to meet the empirical content requirement, then the reformulation could be examined for the third criterion: nomic necessity. Nomic necessity is the characteristic of theory that demands "the occurrence of some phenomenon must be associated with some other phenomenon; the relationship cannot be, simply, by chance" (Hunt, 1991: 111) . Thus, to be a lawlike generalization, a statement must possess theoretical force by describing relationships that must occur, rather than by specifying accidental or spurious relationships (Gaski, 1985) . For example, the statement "the rising sun warms the earth" possesses nomic necessity because if it is true, when the sun rises the earth must warm, and when the sun sets the earth must cool. Statements such as "all members of the top management team are men" or "if firms are in the data storage industry, then they are profitable" do not have nomic necessity. Even if they are true at the time the statements are made, one can easily imagine counterfactual conditions that could falsify them.
The Logic of the RBV One step toward making RBV statements synthetic might be through the use of different, more widely accepted definitions of competitive advantage. They then could be examined for their logical consistency more independently of definitional issues. Barney notes, "It is not difficult to see that if a firm's valuable resources are absolutely unique among a set of competing and potentially competing firms, those resources will generate at least a competitive advantage" (1991: 107). When competitive advantage is defined as a firm "implementing a value creating strategy not simultaneously being implemented by any current or potential competitors" (Barney, 1991: 102) , this is an analytic statement that is true based on the commonly accepted definitions of "absolutely unique" and "not simultaneously being implemented by any." The statement follows from Barney's previously argued, correct assertion that competitive advantage cannot exist for identical firms, because since "these firms all implement the same strategies, they will improve their effi-ciency and effectiveness in the same way, and to the same extent" (1991: 104).
The diametrical statement, however-that unique firms possess competitive advantagedoes not logically follow without the help of definitional dependence. This can be seen when a more traditional definition of competitive advantage is substituted. Schoemaker defines competitive advantage as a firm "systematically creating above average returns" (1990: 1179). If this definition of competitive advantage were substituted into Barney's statement, equifinality suggests that there might be many approaches, or different resource configurations, that could achieve a particular level of return. Indeed, rather than the rarity of the resources used, it is the relative difference in the amount of value generated by firms that is elemental to competitive advantage under Schoemaker's (1990) definition. For example, in a heterogeneous firm duopoly, wherein one firm pursues a cost leadership strategy and the other a differentiation strategy, if both firms generate the same return, there is no competitive advantage (Porter, 1980) . And multiple heterogeneous firms in an industry each may pursue different strategies that each generates the same level of value and, thus, no competitive advantage. This is not to argue that uniqueness (or rarity) in product differentiation, or even in resources, is not important, because often it is. Rather, the conclusion is that when the current formulation of the RBV is made more synthetic by reducing definitional dependencies, value is the fundamental component determining the extent of competitive advantage. If a firm consistently generates value greater than that generated by other firms in its industry, it must have at least one rare resource. If a firm has rare resources, however, it does not follow that it will generate value greater than that of other firms in its industry. In the next section we carry this argument further, suggesting that the values of resources are determined by demand-side characteristics, which are exogenous to the RBV model.
AN ELEMENTAL FALLACY OF THE RBV
The RBV has encouraged strategy researchers to explore "the usefulness of analyzing firms from the resource side rather than from the product side" (Wernerfelt, 1984: 171). The increased attention to firm resources has been beneficial in helping (1) to clarify the potential contributions of resources to competitive advantage, (2) to introduce strategy scholars to a number of useful descriptive theories from industrial organization economics (e.g., Alchian & Demsetz, 1972, on "teamwork" production, or DeVany & Saving, 1983, on price as a signal of quality), and (3) to alleviate a previous analytical overemphasis on the opportunities and threats that arise from the product side.
In arguing for the RBV, Barney (1991) notes that in previous strategy research, with its strong analytical emphasis on the competitive environment, researchers implicitly adopted two important simplifying assumptions. The first was that firms within an industry are homogeneous regarding resources and strategies. The second was that firm resources are highly mobile. Contrary to these implicit assumptions, the resource-based view of the firm substitutes two alternate assumptions in analyzing sources of competitive advantage. First, this model assumes that firms within an industry (or group) may be heterogeneous with respect to the strategic resources they control. Second, this model assumes that these resources may not be perfectly mobile across firms, and thus heterogeneity can be long lasting (Barney, 1991: 101).
These explicit RBV assumptions are likely more accurate reflections of reality than were the implicit simplifying assumptions they replaced from the environment-focused models.
For a full comprehension of the RBV, however, one must recognize that it, too, includes implicit simplifying assumptions. Whereas the simplifying assumptions of environment-focused models of competitive advantage are made on the resource side, the implicit assumptions of the RBV are made on the demand side. Resources are said to be valuable "when they exploit opportunities or neutralize threats in a firm's environment" or "when they enable a firm to conceive of or implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness" (Barney, 1991: 106). Earlier, value was shown to be a fundamental concept to both the RBV and to relative competitive advantage.
The RBV value definitions clearly show, however, that it is the market environment, through opportunities and threats, that determines the degree of value held by each firm resource in the RBV. As the competitive environment changes, resource values may change. Thus, resource value is determined from a source exogenous to the RBV. This, in effect, holds constant (i.e., outside the model) product and customer factors, because if product and customer factors vary, then resource values may vary, and unpredictable resource value changes will result in indeterminate outcomes in resource-based analyses. Therefore, just as the prior environment-focused models simplified strategic analysis with an implicit assumption of homogeneous and mobile factor markets, the RBV itself simplifies strategic analysis with an implicit assumption of homogeneous and immobile product markets (i.e., unchanging demand; see McWilliams & Smart, 1995, for a similar argument from the perspective of the S-C-P [structure-conduct-performance] paradigm). Figure 1 shows how product markets influence factor value through a simplified model for a single factor of production and a single product, where neither the factor costs nor the factor quantities are fixed (e.g., Cole, 1973: 436-443). The rightward shift in the demand curve in the product market (panel a) is transmitted through the production function (panel b), which would produce a rightward shift in demand in the factor market (panel c). The outcome would be a larger quantity of the factor supplied at a higher price as equilibrium moves upward along the supply curve (panel c). Thus, value in the factor market is influenced by demand in the product market (this is especially apparent if factor quantity is held constant with a vertical supply curve). Yet, product demand remains external to the RBV.
FIGURE 1 A Simplified Equilibrium Model Showing a Product Market and Factor
One must be aware of the simplifying assumptions when drawing conclusions from RBVbased analyses. Although partial equilibrium models of factor markets alone or product markets alone can produce considerable insight, these approaches might carry particular risks for conceptualizing complex strategy issues. Strategic management requires general solutions that are in concordance with its general management orientation. Yet, even general models, such as that shown in Figure 1 , must be made even more dynamic for usefulness in strategic management. For example, entrepreneurial insights concerning future demand shifts in product or factor markets may allow acquisition of long-lasting factors at low cost. First mover advantage would result, because follow-on competitors could only acquire these factors at higher cost. Subsequent changes in customer preferences, however, would result in further shifts in demand that could easily reduce the factors' values and erode the advantage. Practicing strategists do not have the luxury of ceteris paribus assumptions that all other aspects of a strategic situation remain equal. Thus, one might suspect that a synthesis of the resourceand environment-based perspectives might be an important next step toward a more complete strategy theory, as will be discussed later.
IS THE RBV SUITABLE FOR STRATEGY RESEARCH?
Perspectives or "views" need not be complete theories in order to contribute to our understanding of strategic management. SWOT analysis is one example of a perspective that has improved strategy scholars' understanding and has been useful for practitioners. In this section we investigate the suitability of the RBV for strategy research by considering the characteristics of strategic management and how they may affect the operational validity of the RBV for strategy practitioners.
Characteristics of Strategy and the RBV
The field of strategic management has a number of distinctive characteristics that include embracing practitioners and valuing prescription (Barney, 1992) . Meyer has noted, for example, that "true to its general management orientation, the field of strategy has consistently used firm level performance as the definitive dependent variable" (1991: 824). One strategy researcher interviewed in Meyer's study asserted that "research questions are inherently uninteresting or trivial unless they include an explicated linkage to performance" (1991: 825). Thus, a fundamental question for strategy researchers is the utility of the RBV in developing meaningful management tools in the form of actionable prescriptions for practitioners (see, for example, Eccles & Nohria, 1992, and Mosakowski, 1998).
Thomas and Tymon (1982) address this issue in their discussion of research relevance. They define "operational validity" as "the ability of the practitioner to implement the action implications of a theory by manipulating its causal (or independent) variables" (1982: 348). Operational validity is a necessary but not sufficient condition for managerially relevant research. According to Thomas and Tymon's definition, if the RBV were a theory that was descriptively accurate and that generated prescriptions for strategy practitioners, it would not be operationally valid unless it was also practicable for managers to manipulate the key independent variables. Simply advising practitioners to obtain rare and valuable resources in order to achieve competitive advantage and, further, that those resources should be hard to imitate and nonsubstitutable for sustainable advantage, does not meet the operational validity criterion. Effective prescription must also include, at a minimum, criteria on which each alternative resource can be judged on each resource characteristic. Industrial organization (I/O) economics can provide criteria for the imitability and substitutability characteristics associated with sustainability (e.g., Lippman & Rumelt, 1982). These criteria include a resource's causal ambiguity or social complexity (Barney, 1991) . That virtually anything associated with the firm can be a resource suggests that prescriptions for dealing in certain ways with certain categories of resources might be operationally valid, whereas other categories of resources might be inherently difficult for practitioners to measure and manipulate. One example of a resource that might be difficult to measure and manipulate is tacit knowledge (Polyani, 1962 (Polyani, , 1966 . Some have argued for tacit knowledgethat understanding gained from experience but that cannot be expressed to another person and is unknown to oneself-as a source of competitive advantage (e.g., Coff, 1997; Lado, Boyd, & Wright, 1992; McAulay, Russell, & Sims, 1997; Saviotti, 1998). This may be descriptively correct, but it is likely to be quite difficult for practitioners to effectively manipulate that which is inherently unknowable.
In addition, even if a resource can be manipulated, RBV researchers must be clearer concerning the practitioner level at which prescriptions can be made. The "CEO resources" investigated by Castanias and Helfat (1991) are one example: prescriptions to top managers of poorly performing firms that they are the source of the problem and should think about voluntarily exiting clearly would be considered unhelpful. This is a case where viewing CEOs as resources would have more prescriptive implications for boards of directors than for the CEOs themselves. Similarly, viewing boards of directors as resources would have more prescriptive implications for the CEOs who appoint boards or the governments that regulate them than for the boards themselves. Thus, some resources may be of less interest to strategy researchers than others, depending in part on whether the resource can be manipulated and in part on the group-frequently CEOs-for whom prescriptions are desired. Identifying specific resources that may be particularly effective for certain actors in certain contexts might be a helpful first step in establishing boundaries for (and contributions of) the RBV in strategic management.
The Process Black Box and the RBV
Miller and Shamsie (1996) assert that the strategy literature contains numerous references to resources being useful, without careful attention to when, where, and how they may be useful. The "how" questions address the issue of the process black box in strategy research (Lawrence, 1997; Whetten, 1989). When, where, and who are the three questions, Whetten has argued, necessary to "set the boundaries of generalizability, and as such constitute the range of the theory" (1989: 492). Miller and Shamsie's (1996) work has raised and begun to answer important when, where, and how questions about knowledge-based resources and firm performance. It appears that they were able to do so, however, without the RBV itself making an elemental contribution to their reasoning: resourcebased "logic" was not required to make their contingency arguments. Attempts to develop a "knowledge-based" theory of the firm, following in part from the RBV, can be found in Conner and Prahalad's (1996) and Kogut and Zander's (1996) work. Again, however, the foundational RBV appears not to be essential in making these arguments (Foss 1996a,b) . Yet, this static RBV argument has notable potential limitations for strategic management research. First, the static argument is descriptive: it identifies generic characteristics of rentgenerating resources without much attention to differing situations or resource comparisons. In the Castanias and Helfat (1991) article, for example, although CEOs (as resources) are argued to have superior or inferior management skills, there is no basis for discriminating among superior and inferior CEOs, other than waiting for the performance results. Second, the processes through which particular resources provide competitive advantage remain in a black box (Lawrence, 1997, provides a discussion of this issue in strategy research). We do not know, for example, how the resources generate sustainable rents, other than through their heterogeneity. Why is it that some heterogeneous resources generate value, whereas other heterogeneous resources do not? Third, some resources studied, such as tacit knowledge, are inherently difficult for practitioners to manipulate. Thus, these resources likely fail Thomas and Tymon's (1982) test of operational validity. Fourth, in static RBV studies researchers sometimes take a frequently researched strategy subject area, relabel the independent variables as "resources" and the dependent variables as "competitive advantage," and use measures common to much crosssectional strategy research as operationalizations (e.g., Powell, 1992a) . Such studies show that the resource-based labels are not necessary for much strategy research. Fifth, the static RBV arguments suffer from the In Search of Excellence (Peters & Waterman, 1982) problem in that it is quite easy to identify, a posteriori, many "valuable" resources in high-performing firms.
Together, these issues suggest that the current high level of abstraction found in the static approach to the RBV might be one thing that could limit its usefulness for strategy researchers. RBV studies from this approach would likely be more helpful if the key underlying constructs were carefully defined and the specific mechanisms purported to generate competitive advantage carefully detailed. The problems of static studies might be exacerbated when theorists extend the RBV to second-order issues and beyond, wherein the ability to learn to develop effective resources is in itself a resource, the ability to establish an environment that encourages such learning is a resource, and onward in an infinite regress (see Collis, 1994 , for a discussion).
DISCUSSION

Our investigation
suggests several conclusions concerning the present state of the singlebusiness RBV, both as a theory or potential theory of competitive advantage and as a useful perspective for strategy research. Theoryrelated conclusions include the following: (1) considerable conceptual work remains before the RBV can meet the requirements of a theoretical structure; (2) the RBV makes implicit assumptions about product markets, just as earlier environment-based models made implicit assumptions about resources; and (3) the fundamental "value" variable is exogenous to the RBV. As a perspective for strategy research, (4) overly inclusive definitions of resources make it more difficult to establish contextual and prescriptive boundaries, and (5) static, crosssectional approaches to RBV development may result in causal hows and whys remaining in a black box.
Given these conclusions, one could be tempted to speculate that the RBV is simply a fad of management scholarship (Abrahamson, 1991 (Abrahamson, , 1996 and that it has gained acceptance primarily because of its wide applicability and intriguing terminology (e.g., tradability, substitutability, causal ambiguity). Such speculation would be premature. The RBV, although no longer an especially "young" framework, might yet achieve theory status with additional conceptual work to begin to overcome the challenges outlined below. Although as part of the explication of our ideas we outline at least one possible approach for overcoming each challenge, identifying and implementing feasible solutions for each remain formidable tasks. We believe the critical challenges include formalizing the RBV, answering the how questions, incorporating the temporal component, and integrating the RBV with demand heterogeneity models.
Formalizing the RBV
One requirement for theory in the definition presented earlier (Rudner, 1966 ) is that the statements must be systematically related, thereby possessing internal consistency (Dubin, 1976).
To check for internal consistency, all of the concepts in each statement of the theory must be clearly defined, all of the relationships among the concepts must be clearly specified, and all of the interrelationships among the statements in the theory must be clearly delineated (Hunt, 1991: 152).
Also, the axioms underlying the theory must be identified. When theories are so specified, they are amenable to being evaluated through the process of formalization. "The attempt to even partially formalize a theory, by baring its essential structure or morphology, can sharpen the discussion of the theory and put it into a framework suitable for testing" (Hunt, 1991: 159).
The axioms underlying the RBV-that resources are heterogeneous and not perfectly mobile-have been clearly identified. The implicit assumptions identified earlier are typical of most theories. The concept definitions and interrelationships, as well as the interrelationships among the statements in the elemental RBV, however, require additional development and then reevaluation against the requirements of theory. Repetition of this process likely will pay off in greatly improved clarity and understanding and could lead to a testable RBV that fully meets the requirements of a theoretical structure.
Answering the How Questions
The I/O economics work that provides the foundation for the RBV is primarily descriptive and explanatory, whereas the strategy discipline is prescriptive (Barney, 1992 
Incorporating the Temporal Component
One aspect of the RBV that could become its own distinctive competence is that it explicitly acknowledges a firm's history as an important antecedent to current capabilities and opportunities (e.g., Barney, 1991 
Integrating the RBV with Demand Heterogeneity Models
One of the earliest frameworks for developing firm strategy-SWOT analysis-was geared toward identifying internal strengths and weaknesses, as well as external opportunities and threats (Learned et al., 1965). Bourgeois notes that "the central tenet in strategic management is that a match between environmental conditions and organizational capabilities and resources is critical to performance, and that a strategist's job is to find or create this match" (1985: 548). Thus, strategic management requires explicit attention to both the internal and the external, to production and demand, to resources and products. For the RBV to fulfill its potential in strategic management, its ideas must be integrated with an environmental demand model. Just as strategy requires general management skills, strategic complexity demands general models. The limiting homogeneity and mobility assumptions concerning resource markets that are common in industrybased, environmental models have been noted by RBV theorists (e.g., Barney, 1991) . The contrary limiting homogeneity and immobility assumptions of the RBV concerning product markets were noted earlier, along with the RBV's exogenous determination of "value." Together, the limiting assumptions suggest that a more integrated approach to theory building might produce a more strategy-useful, normative result.
Some scholars have begun to take steps in this direction. Hunt (1997 Hunt ( , 2000 
CONCLUSION
In this article we have taken some tentative steps toward a more formal evaluation of the status and potential of the popular RBV of strategic management. The RBV does not presently appear to meet the empirical content criterion required of theoretical systems (Bacharach, 1989; Hunt, 1991; McKelvey, 1997 ). This does not mean, however, that conceptual work initiated from a resource perspective is not theory. Miller and Shamsie (1996) , for example, presented a contingency theory developed in the context of firm resources. Nor does it mean that the RBV does not have potential to achieve theory status in the future. A concern, however, is that the elemental strategy concept of "value" remains outside the RBV. Yet, this value determination long has been acknowledged to be a critical factor for entrepreneurial success. Coase (1937) , for example, quoted Knight's view:
In the first place, goods are produced for a market, on the basis of entirely impersonal prediction of wants, not for the satisfaction of the wants of the producers themselves. The producer takes the responsibility of forecasting the consumers' wants (1933: 268).
This fundamental aspect of strategic judgment is exogenous to the RBV, yet sound strategic judgment requires both sides of Wernerfelt's (1984) metaphorical coin.
RBV theorists have argued persuasively that competitive advantage results from superior knowledge, or luck, or a combination of the two (Barney, 1986; Dierickx & Cool, 1989; Rumelt, 1984) . Concerning superior knowledge, Alchian and Demsetz (1972) much earlier asserted that the firm may provide a "superior information service" relative to other forms of organizing. "Superior combinations of inputs can be more economically identified and formed from resources already used in the organization than by obtaining new resources (and knowledge of them) from the outside." Thus, "efficient production with heterogeneous resources is a result not of having better resources but in knowing more accurately the relative productive performances of those resources" (1972: 793). Concerning luck, the late Isaiah Berlin concluded his essay on political judgment with the thought that "there is always the part played by pure luck-which, mysteriously enough, men of good judgment seem to enjoy rather more often than others. This, too, is perhaps worth pondering" (1996: 30).
The RBV may yet make more important contributions to knowledge in strategic management, in part because thorny and messy strategic problems might not be amenable to solution through elegant theory. We have provided some suggestions for where and how the RBV may be able to contribute. The greatest potential likely will only be realized through complementary and integrated use of the RBV together with other, demand-oriented perspectives. Yet, efforts by RBV scholars to formalize the RBV, to answer the how questions, and to incorporate the temporal component will each likely pay off in increased contributions.
